December 2, 2014

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend the rules
on which a recorded vote or the yeas
and nays are ordered, or on which the
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of
rule XX.

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken later.

——————

PEST MANAGEMENT RECORDS
MODERNIZATION ACT

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the
rules and pass the bill (H.R. 5714) to
permit commercial applicators of pes-
ticides to create, retain, submit, and
convey pesticide application-related
records, reports, data, and other infor-
mation in electronic form.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 5714

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Pest Man-

agement Records Modernization Act’.

SEC. 2. USE OF ELECTRONIC RECORDS BY COM-
MERCIAL APPLICATORS OF PES-
TICIDES TO COMPLY WITH RECORD-
KEEPING AND REPORTING RE-
QUIREMENTS.

Section 1491 of the Food, Agriculture, Con-
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C.
136i-1) is amended by adding at the end the
following new subsection:

“(h) ELECTRONIC RECORDKEEPING AND RE-
PORTING.—Notwithstanding any contrary
provision of Federal, State, or local law,
commercial applicators of pesticides, includ-
ing commercial applicators of restricted use
pesticides, may create, retain, submit, and
convey a pesticide application-related
record, report, data, or other information in
electronic form in order to satisfy any re-
quirement for such creation, retention, sub-
mission, or conveyance, respectively, under
any Federal, State, or local law.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman Penn-
sylvania (Mr. THOMPSON) and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. WALZ)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that all Members may have 5 legisla-
tive days in which to revise and extend
their remarks on the bill, H.R. 5714.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself as much
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my
good friend from Minnesota (Mr. WALZ)
for being here to help with this bill
today. I also want to thank my good
friend and colleague from Oregon, Rep-
resentative KURT SCHRADER, for his
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leadership on this important piece of
legislation.

I rise today in support of H.R. 5714,
the Pest Management Records Mod-
ernization Act.

Under the current law, the United
States Department of Agriculture re-
quires businesses that apply pesticides
to maintain and provide access to
records on their use, including the
product name, amount, approximate
date of application, and the location of
application of each pesticide used.

While most States allow pesticide ap-
plicator businesses to convey informa-
tion electronically to customers as a
way to comply with consumer informa-
tion requirements, a few States still re-
quire that the information be provided
in paper or hard copy format. The chal-
lenge posed to the industry is not the
longstanding consumer information re-
quirements themselves but, rather, the
very limited transmission options in
certain States.

Today, businesses in virtually all sec-
tors of the economy are going paperless
as a way to save costs, increase effi-
ciencies, and, yes, fulfill the range of
local, State, and Federal regulatory re-
quirements in a timely and proficient
manner. Unfortunately, the transition
to a paperless office for many pest
management and other pesticide appli-
cator businesses is more difficult than
anticipated because of the decades-old
State consumer information require-
ments that mandate transmission of
such documents be via paper or hard
copy. These requirements are espe-
cially disruptive for paperless compa-
nies that operate in multiple States,
some of which permit electronic con-
veyance of the required information
and others that don’t.

The USDA permits records to be re-
tained and conveyed electronically for
restricted use pesticide applications.
Unfortunately, the overwhelming ma-
jority of treatments performed by pest
management professionals are general
use pesticides.

The Pest Management Records Mod-
ernization Act is a commonsense
change to existing law that will allow
commercial applicators of pesticides to
create, retain, and submit pesticide ap-
plication-related records, reports, and
other information in electronic form.

As a member of the House Agri-
culture Committee, I am proud to be
an original cosponsor of H.R. 5714, the
Pest Management Records Moderniza-
tion Act.

I urge my colleagues to support pas-
sage of this bipartisan legislation, and
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. WALZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self as much time as I may consume.

I want to thank my friend from
Pennsylvania for his remarks and for
clearly stating this commonsense piece
of legislation and for his support of it.

I, too, would like to thank the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. SCHRADER).
He is the author of this piece of legisla-
tion. Something we have come to ex-
pect from Mr. SCHRADER is a common-
sense, bipartisan piece of legislation.
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H.R. 5714, the Pest Management
Records Modernization Act, is pro-
small business and pro-consumer. It
improves the ability of pest manage-
ment companies to communicate im-
portant information with their cus-
tomers related to the products they
use.

As you heard from the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, most States re-
quire pest management and other ap-
plicator companies to provide cus-
tomers with information related to
pest treatments, either automatically
or upon request. Most of the require-
ments are implemented and enforced
by State departments of agriculture,
which are the State pesticide regu-
latory agency in 40 States. The re-
quired information is typically infor-
mation directly from the pesticide
label. The overwhelming majority of
treatments performed by pest manage-
ment professionals involve general use
pesticides.

Right now about 45 States permit
electronic conveyance of this informa-
tion directly to consumers. In fact, in
the last 2 years, the States of Cali-
fornia, Georgia, Wisconsin, Kansas, and
Arizona have recognized the need to
update their respective laws related to
disclosure and passed legislation or
taken administrative actions permit-
ting electronic conveyance of pesticide
application information.

Like businesses in countless sectors
of the economy, professional pest man-
agement and other pest applicator
businesses are going paperless as a way
to save costs and increase efficiencies.
Going paperless allows businesses to
back up and better safeguard data and
records in case of a fire, flood, or other
disasters. It also makes it easier to
prove compliance with various record-
keeping, reporting, and related require-
ments, plus it has the added advantage
of being greener and more environ-
mentally sound.

Unfortunately, the transition to a
paperless office for many pest manage-
ment and other pesticide applicator
businesses is more difficult than an-
ticipated because of antiquated State
consumer information requirements
from the 1970s and ’80s that mandated
transmission of such documents be via
hard copies or paper and do not permit
electronic conveyance. These require-
ments are especially disruptive for
companies that have made the transi-
tion to paperless that operate in mul-
tiple States, some of which permit
electronic conveyance and others that
don’t.

It is important to note H.R. 5714 does
not put any new mandates on small
businesses but, rather, provides them
the ability to electronically convey in-
formation in the handful of States that
have not yet addressed this in a chang-
ing e-commerce environment.

As I have said previously, and as my
friend from Pennsylvania stated, H.R.
5714 is commonsense, it is bipartisan, it
is pro-consumer, and it is pro-small
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